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“Three Days of the Condor” 
and “The Bourne Identity”
Two movies, “Three Days of the Condor” and “The Bourne Identity” share many similarities even though they were released twenty-seven years apart.  “Three Days of the Condor” tells a story about Joseph Turner (Robert Redford), a CIA book-reader, whose collogues are mysteriously assassinated and he must figure out who wants him dead and why.  In “The Bourne Identity”, Jason Bourne (Matt Damon) also must figure out who wants him dead and why.  Even though there were many similarities between the two movies, there were some differences which made one a bit more enjoyable over the other.
The plot for the two movies is similar, but the mechanics used are different.  Both Turner and Bourne spend the movie trying to identify who is trying to kill them and why.  For Bourne, it was amnesia, which seemed like an easy out for the writers.  Turner retained his memory and had to reflect what actions he or his collogues had taken to get them killed.  This, I think, provided more suspense and made “Three Days of the Condor” a bit more believable.  For example, if you stepped out from work and came back and all your coworkers were dead, what would you do?  While “The Bourne Identity” starts out with a man with amnesia floating in the sea, how often does this occur?   Regardless, both characters have to discover who is hunting them and why.  As they both go through the story, they learn more about their predicament at the same time as the viewer.  Both movies focus on the plot and a little bit on the main character.  The main characters are dynamic (Boggs, 2008, 68).  They start out innocent and naïve, and as they go through the story and learn more, they become less trusting of others and more focused on trying to right the situation they are in.  The love interest character in each movie is also dynamic. They initially don’t trust the main character, but they stay around and at the end have decided to get romantically involved.  Granted, the love interested in “Condor” didn’t have much choice for sticking around since she was being held hostage.  But there were plenty of opportunities to flee when she volunteered to help Turner.  The bad guys, the CIA, are played by static characters.  They are out to protect themselves and their jobs.  Oddly enough, they were hired to protect their country, but were actually killing their countrymen.  Their failure to see beyond themselves leaves them in trouble or in “The Bourne Identity”, dead.  
Both movies have the theme you can’t trust the government.  “Three Days of the Condor” also introduced some political ideas at the end of the movie.  The reason Turner’s collogues were killed was because the government needed to cover up operations in the Middle East and to protect the oil.  The movie was released just after Watergate and the oil crisis.  “The Bourne Identity” didn’t seem to focus on any specific political ideas although it did reflect how far a government might go to cover its dirty deeds.  
The themes of the two movies were a little different.  “Three Days of the Condor” story is the way things are supposed to be  (Boggs, 2008, 42).  It is unlikely to come back from getting lunch and discovering your coworkers are dead.  But the rest of the movie is pretty believable.  There are some parts which were argued in class, but considering the information given in the story, it was at least possible, if not a bit extreme, that Turner was able to fend off the sent assassins.  “The Bourne Identity”, I think, borders more on the way things never were or will be (Boggs, 2008, 44).  The story tells of Jason Bourne being a super human assassin and shows him performing super human fight moves and strength, like scaling down a snow covered building.  I think if these special effects were removed and replaced with more realistic (or believable) scenes, the story would be more credible as the way things are supposed to be.  Both stories shared the same unified plot which proved to be interesting.  The interest was due to a bit of suspense not knowing where the plot will take the viewer or the characters next, mixed in with a healthy dose of action.  The titles were appropriate too.  “Three Days of the Condor” imply the last three days of an endangered species, which sums of the main character’s situation.  With “The Bourne Identity”, “Bourne” itself doesn’t mean much but sounds much like “born” and the title hints at the birth of an identity, which the main character spends the story discovering his identity.  
When the movies came out, they both were rated as pretty good.  Rogert Ebert rated “Three Days of the Condor” with three and a half stars  (Ebert, Three Days of the Condor, 1975) while he rated “The Bourne Identity” with only three  (Ebert, The Bourne Identity, 2002).  Ebert says about “The Bourne Identity”:  “The movie is unnecessary, but not unskilled.”  (Ebert, The Bourne Identity, 2002) He admits it is a movie “about nothing”, but it was entertaining and not a waste of time (Ebert, The Bourne Identity, 2002).  “Three Days of the Condor”, I think rated higher with Ebert since it pertained to current events and was a more believable story.  Ebert says, “We can believe that the CIA might behave in this way -- and that it possibly has. The ending, when it comes and when it's explained with such cruel logic by von Sydow, has the right ring. A very hollow one.”  (Ebert, Three Days of the Condor, 1975)  Also when the movies were compared on Rotten Tomatoes, “Three Days of the Condor” scored higher at 88% (Rotten Tomatoes, Three Days of the Condor), than “The Bourne Identity’s” 83%  (Rotten Tomatoes, The Bourne Identity).  Overall, “Three Days of the Condor” was rated a better movie than “The Bourne Identity”.  I think the Condor’s story and message at the end provided a greater impact to the viewer than any delivered in “The Bourne Identity”.  Both movies were very entertaining due to their plot, suspense, and action.  “Three Days of the Condor” feels dated watching it today, especially when compared to all the cinematic effects used in “The Bourne Identity”.  Looking past the dated feeling, I would agree “Three Days of the Condor” was a better movie.  The story was a bit more powerful due to being a bit more believable.  Having watched it twenty seven years after it was released; it is sort of scary seeing how well the elements of government cover-up, espionage, and the fight for oil still relates to us today.
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